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REMARKS 

Claims 1-8, 15-20 and 26-30 are pending. Applicant has amended claim 1,15, and 

30. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-8, 15-20, and 26-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. 

In the Advisory Action of February 23, 2007, the Examiner states that "the 
specification seems only to support monitoring the management database and not 
monitoring the network devices themselves." Applicant has amended independent claims 
1 and 15 to clarify. Independent claims 1 and 15 now recite "monitoring conditions on the 
computer network to detect network conditions of network devices." The specification 
supports this clarification by describing that "the server computer 154 monitors various 
conditions on the network 152 for any change that would indicate a need for the client 
computer 150 to have new configuration settings." (Specification, 8:7-9.) Independent 
claim 30 already recited "monitoring conditions on the network to detect network conditions 
of network devices." The specification also describes that the "management database 182 
can be changed ... automatically as a result of changes in the network 170." 
(Specification, 20:20-22.) So, the monitoring of network conditions may be effected by 
monitoring for changes in the management database. 

The Examiner has rejected claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
based on the following combination of references: 



Claims 


References 


1-2, 4-5, 8, 15-18, 30 


Turner, Hubbard 


6-7, 19-20, 28-29 


Turner, Hubbard, Handley 


3, 26-27 


Turner, Hubbard, Rosenberg 



Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 

4 1 826-8777.US00/LEGAL1 3 146213. 1 -9- 



Application Mo.; 10/045,745 



Docket No.; 41820a777US 



lii Ihe Advisory' Action, ihe Examiner Si-iagested Uiai dain"S be amended ic ciariiV 
the term '';:orsfi9drauon aert:ngs'' to help ovwfcon->o? IhiS rejecfion A^^ suggaRied, afjpiicant 
has smended ihe claims to clarify Uns lerrrs. incleperidenl ciairris 1 and 15 f^ow recilef 'Ym 
configuration settings indLiding en icientlficstion of a real-time communication server 
through whsch ihe client computer is to engage in reai-tinie communication and sn 
ioenfificatiors of a communication proioco! for communicating with the reai-time 

settings providing inforrnailon on how to engage ;n reai4ime communication with a real- 
tirrse cornfvjunication server as a result of the detected change In conditions of the 
network," The Examiner believes that "Turner's display eieoienf identifiers, input 
id-^niulers, GUI eU^ments, etc " correspond to sppiicant's "coniiguration sottings " Tl-iese 
identifiers snd eiements cannot i,x^ considered to be infofmation on how to engage in re^al- 
tirvu^ cornrr;>;.;!HcatiorKS as a result of a deteclojd chanoe in conditions of a neiyvork or the 
identification oi' a real-time communications server and a communication protocol as now 
recited by tl -o air^erK,iad ciain-^s 

Based upon these amendments and refnari^s, applicant respecifuily requests 
reconsideration of this apphcatson and its early allowance, if the ExamJner has any 
jujs-'ons or beiieves a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of this 
,'H' :'k\it-on, the E.^amiuer is encouraowd «o c.^ii .h<r t ^ri^sy v ^ * <?0S) 3i^S-^!548, 
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